We would like to thank the reviewer for his sharp comments and suggestions, which have improved significantly the quality of our manuscript. We have addressed all reviewer's points and detailed point by point replies are provided below.
Following the reviewer's suggestion, we added the following: "…., leading to typical uncertainties of 2-4%, depending on the wavelength and temperature considered (e.g., Weber et al. (2016); Viallon et al., 2015) ."
P. 16, line 9: text
Following the reviewer's suggestion, we added the following: "Addition" P. 16, line 9: fig. 9 As mentioned in the figure caption, the profiles and +/-1 sigma uncertainty are plotted in the left column. For clarity, we made the uncertainty lines a little bit thicker (note that no estimates were provided for TOPAZ, hence the missing curves for this one instrument). The spike at the top of the TOPAZ profile comparisons is simply due to the fact that a very low (and changing) number of coincidences is used at the very top. 
